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it is proposed tkat the mandate for evalamation of

2lemerntary Secondary 2ducatior Act (2SEX) TIitle I projects bas served
+0 establisk mcdels fcr evalaation desigr, implementation, aad
utilization of findings ir a large urBan sckool systes. Comtrary to
the experience with evaluatiorn of the %zatiozal®™ Zitle I prograi,
local efforts were decidely successful. Case study and staff
questicnnaire data were atilized to describe levels of expectancies
of administrators and teachers produced by exposure to and
involvement in Title I evaluation activities. Staff satisfactior
increased as they eyperierced use of evaluation feedback. Prom the

vantage poinmt of a

ecade of evaluation experiemce, it is clear that

an apanticipated recult :n the school district bas been tke

ligitimizing of a policy for evalaoation.
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TITLE 1 AND TEE INSTITUTIONALIZING GF EVALUATIEN ‘
IN AR URZEN SCHIOL SYSTEM

L]
The focns 3;,this paper is to describe the inmpzct oa evaluaition
‘activities in a laqée urban school system produced by the evaluation mzn-
aate of the” 'Ienenég}y 4ua S»ccaaary Education Lct of 1555 :or'TEtIe ) S
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programsz Fror the vantage point of a Zdecade of such evaluvation efforts .

‘for ESEA Titlé I, it is clear thzt aa unznticipated result in the school

district has been the legitimizing of a policy for evaluatienm. Du%ing

this de;ade of evaluation experiernce, formulation of evaluation policies <
and inplementation of evaluation activities occurred cespit e coastraints
produced by the complexities of the district bureaucracy. Th;zwthe impetus
for determining progrer efforts could be sustained, although viewed by some
district authority figures and practitioners as z necessary evil for quali-
fying for funds, represeﬁts a rére turn of events. It runs counter to the
typical fate of evaluation in bureaucratic systems.,

School district decision mak;rs traditionally have not accorded
evaluation findings an important role, if indeed amy portion of a role, in
the formulation of polzcy or programnlng Little cons1derat1on has been
gzven to the data needed to susta;n progran.worth Fefjifmands have been
g?esented for.objective evidence of program effects. Researchers. of
innavation processes hav? contended that tﬂe administrator's tendency in
the matter of icplementing gducationai change more often than rot has been
to "fafi back on brozmides, rules of thucb and conceptualizations without
a strong expirical base" (Miles, 1974). ) ' . . !

»

. There have been, however, formidable problezs in nainta}ning

*

evaluation activities., Caro (1971) asserts that freeiy available facts

3
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night reduce the security of the burezucrats who would view evaluative

e

data zbout progrems a2s a threat. The low prestige zcoorded to research
in action settings, the implementation preblems of Tesearch in action

settings and dzsagreenent ebout wse of results kaye also coatributed to
the problen of maintaining evaluatiw: research zctivities. _ From za

extensive review of the literature on isswes in evaluztion of soo.al .

progrens, =10 {i?'r’i} identifies majer prebiens /M pizced 24d-

ministrators and evaluators at cross purposes ese inclule in.effective
»  commmicatica and collzboration between administrator znd evaluator,

vague definitions of roles, conflict between staff znd management lo;*al.ties,

burdensome data collection procedzx;‘&s, issues of zdministrator progran
i commitment and eva.l.uat.or progren izeuti-ality, loose dissemination of

results and budget constraints. ;

In 1965, the mandate for evaluation of ESEA Ti';I&I progrzms was

' tmprecedent;d. Since'tl:a; time,:dinensions of the failures and successes
Sroduced by the mandate have provided a major theme in the literature
related to evaluation. (‘Joherr (1976) in his analysis of the.ESEA'Title I
evalu;tion provision noted that it lacked amy "enabling mechanisn” and
that the respons1b1hty for carrying 1t out was spec:lfimlly delegated
to state and loczl educatmn authontzes xko operated the progmns This
turn of events was, m hi:;o_p,inion, "equivalent fo dbandoning mch hope
of useful progran evaluation.” In addition, Cohen (1970) ezphasizeq the
pohtzcal dimension of evaluation. The politics were critical beqmse
the use of information w’luch was at least potentially relevant to

:.& decision-x:aking was im'oj.ved' Such efforts would result in allocation

- 7773

-+ of resources- -poney, posiuon, authority involved and the 1ike. To the
" extent that this inf_omtion was a basis or excuse fdrchanging poser
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“relat#aships within the instituticn, the evalusticn, in Cobea's opimicn,

beczme a political activity. ‘ A
In 2 thorough case study of ESEA Title PoviNaticn implemen-

tation, Mclzughlin (1975) described the efforts as "a mixture of reform

' coxaterreforn, derand znd conpromise” which were generally dissipated

by the "constraints pf a policy system an:l beha?;ior ;Jf buz‘eanczacie:."

_Mclzughlin {1975) identified majorqob,stzcles to the effort:
# LY
. The history of Title I evalmaticn also suggests a mumber
‘ of implications about the conduct and use of evaluatien
in a multi-level govezmnent stroctures These lesscas raise
both methodological and functional questicms a2bout the
vwisdon of contimuing pursuit of sciemtific ratiozality,
especially in the instance of brozd-zim social actioy
programs, such as Title I, which represent zn institutional-
ized federal investmeat. The TitJe I experience has shown
how resistant the educational policy system is to assessment
of achievements and acconplishments, and also that a mumber
of obstacles to this coafirmatory style of reporting.are
inherent in the system itself...Specifically, data on the
relative effectiveness of teaching strategies or allocation
of resources wild be difficult to gather not only because
of the unsystematic and decentralized data-collection
practicés existing at the local.level, but aiso beczuse
local programs have little ipterest in these.data and are
disinclined to collect them or furnish them.

In Mclaughlin's view,.the final crux of the problen in the”
Title I expenence was that "anyone who looks to evaluation to take the
politics out of decisionmaking is bound to be dlsappomted." ’McLaughlm
(1975) contended; "Evaluation effort.? ba:;d on expectations for reform
by méans of a social report, or better information on progran accorplish-
ment’, certainly would find justification in theory, Bub in practice,
they,aaytun.louttobe littlemoreth-ane@ty'ﬁtz.xaf"_ . .
.. Observation of public school affairs :Ln the ten yeam following
passage of ESEA has prozpted Halperin (1975) to ident;fy various educa-
tional successes for ?ublic Law 89-10. He attnlmged the bezinning of the

Y




. L. personal commmication, Dr..larry W. Barber, Vice President, School

«

eéncaticnafa;:co:mtzbility movement 1o ESZA Title I evalumation provisions.
."In ¥955,” he moted, "zgy federal prescription for testing; for measuring
edocational outcomes, for reguirimg zmything other than basic fiscal
bonesty, was certain to provide ammmition for ESEA's foes.™ Altho:zgh
ESEA eyaiuétiz;ns got off to a2 slow start with wide progrem variations
zmong States, no miform reporting procedures, few comparable pracnc&s
1o asseis,/cleazcut mendates for evaluation of educational progrzms have
energed. The most Tecent extension of ESEA (P.L. 93-320) im Halperin's
opinion, showed that the Congress has embrac&d the corcept of evaluation
with its stipulatiod for development and publishing of standards Afbr
determination of effectiveness. This requirement, he comtended, wouid
*have been politically tmthiz'&ﬁle a decale ago.” ’

' Although the literature get;eralij' has faturedf’the faalures of

—

'natianal'evaluation efforts of ;Title I, rarely has it im:’luded. accounts of
local Tit;le I evglpation efforts. Yet the mandate for Title I evaluation
,engendered' a range of responses from local educational agencies. {(¥ebster
1972). Some 300 school districés are currently cperating _research/evalﬁation

units.? Certainly some momentum for this state of affairs can be attributed

to the need to produce Title I evaluatioss.

Kebster (1972) observed that tfze pressure for ev&{uaticn in the
public schools, in the absence of an earmest ipterést in objective informa-
tion, led to many research and evaluatio departments s_tmct}ured aloﬁg

_project lines. In hif‘op.iy.icn, such stn.mturing had tneded to inhibit the
esta:blishnen{ of ai sysigmttic data base and to dis‘cq;gu_jage‘ the 2doption of a
zmified strategy for evalvation. In Cleveland, the responsibility a;.:or ESEA

b
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- about the pattéms of evaluative services provided in the district, it is S

k

Title I evaluation fell to the Bureau of Educational Pesearch. Since the %
i

early twentiss, the Burezu was a s€rvice division within the Cljveland systen.

“ﬁ’aitionally‘, the Bureau provided information retrieval related to selected -

8. .
areas of séministrative research as well as city-wide testing services.
In this latter instznce, the Burepu staff had constructed mmerous types of
tests znd produced local ROTES for these instruments to gzuge impact of g

varicas Cleveland curricula. A reguvlar testmg progren :or elemsatazy schools ;

had been implemented armmally since the 1923-24 school year. Fleming, 1974)
- g

notes that under the direction of the then Division of Referenge and Research,

the original plan imrvolvw red ad:m.mstratzon of initial znd final tests in order -

to facilitate study of the semester’ s growth in zchievement in the five p

a2cademic subjects in which the tests were given. Such a2 testing arrangement

correlated nth the semi- ammal promotion plan of the Cleveland system in

effect at that time.

To meet the demands of evaluationm services for ESEA Title I, the '

R '
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first task for the Bureau beczme the recruitment of a staff with c:on@etencies
in evaluation. Development of the proposals--zpplications, narratives,
budgets and the like, emerged as another priozity for the Bureau's serwices.
Fron the onset, the, 5trategy’for progran development was the requirement -
that the design of the progranm be sc.heduled concurrently with the design of .
evaluation procedures. A major advantage of this proce&xre was read:.lyji;j -
parent, a cohesive approach for programming and evalustion was developed-- '
producing 2 more efficient use of the resources that became ‘available. - .

] Within two years of the mandate, the Bureau berzme the Division Q
of Research and Developoment reflecti#gz the new gmnﬁ&s for its services
'-athm the school system. . -

As a backgrourd for consideration of the inforcation gathered , E

.
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vell to consider the “track record” of Title I projects within the district.
A total of 32 sepatate projects have beerr funded mder Title I since 1965.
Of the 11 projests, currently in operation, three or slightly more than
r;;ne percent{fngmated dunn? the fi..rsz year of operezion. Tee district's
style for installation of mew projects has gemerzlly been a one-at-a-tine

~

plan, except for 1967-1968 when four of the 11 currently operating projects

W&d The survival rate for the yro)ects has been sxznmnzed

»

in Figure 1.

As czn be seen from Figure 1, the survival rate of Title I projects

has been rather substantial in the district. Fourteen or almost 44 percent
of the projects have survived through being transferred intact to other
fundiaé where they have continued to operate. The reasons for such trans-
ferral have been mgrry- -In most instances,,trans.fers were made because
other specialized funding sources became available which were directly in-

tended to support t.hese efforts Sonietimes, the target populations in these

pro;ects were more generalized than categoncal as was required under T1t1e I-

gv.udelmes. Other reasons for transferral involved the type of services
being provided under Title I. For example, staff development efforts were
given little priority in the state regulatioms. The directives that’ Title I

services should be targeted on the early years of thé school experience and

, that the pro;ects sust involve direct service to children rather than efforts

to train teachers came through loud and clear. . R

¥hen taking into accoumt the transfer policy of the pro;ects, the

survival rate of Title 1 projects in the distnct has been high. It ‘g5 fair

‘to say, however, that the admm.str’ative experience “gained in operating the

Title I projects was a factor in such detisions. In additiom, 1nf¢mian

fmp the evaluations doamented that the actxvities were serving chzl&f? _4
a:é teachers in perfectly legitizmate ways a‘fthough in canfhct with Tit I

*

-

M . . . - ot . -

QO

-v




FIGURE . 1
— SURVIVAL RATE

r .
TITLE T PROJECTS '
H=32
¥ N
ALIVE AND WELL\
) N R3
 Since 1965-8p
© T 1966-67\
1967-68 V()
1968-69. (1)
~1963-70 (D)
1973-74 D
) Totab: .11 34.2%
- TRANSFERRED INTACT TO OTHER FUNDING 14 ~  143,8%
" SOME ELEMENTS INCORPORATED UNDER -3 9,3%
° OTHER FUNDING : g
DEAD AND BURIED - ; 4 12.5%
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guidelifies. Generally, the evaiuatigh%-pipvided data not only about what
the /staff said it was doing, but what the other audiences said they were
oing. Consideration of such a variety of perspgctivgs'heiyed to clarify

fhat was happening and what should have been happening. It has been a
ocal fetish from the onstart of evaluation actiﬁities to attempt to relate

~

pupll outcomes to whether or not the treatment was dellvéred Without this

i .
cauldron of administrative experience and evaluation findings, a modus’

B -
»
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|

|

|

1
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base, pronouncezents about client change were meanlngless. From such a l
|

¢+ L operandi has emerged. To the credit of the district; the art of project - .
development and implementation has come a long way since 196S. ) '
That there are some '"better ways than others" has been demonstrated

in the matter of implementing projects. For example, projects of some scope

require shakedewn periods. For a major pfoject, this time can mean about
three school years to implement and refine oﬁerations. ﬁuring.this shake-
down period, communication of project intent to school and community is

critical. Credibility is an issue here. Pupil selection processes, schedul-

iné of services; and; of course, selection of the staff require careful

attention during the installation stag;s. The staff must be committed and

they will need time to learn tﬂei; roles. These phenoméng in the educa-

tional enterprise have been identified time and again in the various

evaluations provided for Title I and other proiects. Unfortunftelf? these ¢
&; issues seem to be rarely considered by legislators and bureaucrats. They

are usually most disillusionded when instant improvements are not forth-

coming and do not Seem willing to deal with the realities of projéct

f implementation. ) :

~

Another con51derat10n in the background of the 1mpact of the

/j Title I mandate for evaluation in the school d15tr1ct is the exper1ence

, - . -
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) with the evaluation ‘liaison teacher plan, This effort was an attempt to .

[:‘ . e . - \\ "l P .

E ‘ upgrade the competencies of classroom teachers in program evaluation at

| ’ '

the local.school level. It was undertaken by the Division of Research and’

. . ‘ ) S ,
Deveiopemeng in 1971. This plan providgd for assignment of an evaluation

, ) .
teacher at each school to serve as a resource for the school staff in .
assessment of its programs. " The model wa¢ flrst implemented in connection

with the’ summer school programming offered in Cleveland's Title I schoéls. N
Each school staff had respénsibility for undertaking planning and develop~

L3 . - q
ing a summer program. As a result, evaluation was also undertaken at the

! local school for the summer school program. Consultants from the Division =

1

of Research and Development provided assistance to the teachers;viq the

- - hd

phone or'on site. The teachers were responsible for supportive services
. > N . . *

to the staff in'the areas of development of instructional objectives, .

data collection, data analysis techniques and reporting procedures. Ths .

*  Divfsion staff developed four training sessions for the teachers and, any

’

principals who wished to attend. An evaluation packet of practice and s

4
a

source materials was prOV1ded for each school.

i . The evaluation liaison teacher model proved workable—-1nd1cat1ng

that local school personnel can evaluate, that Jargefscalé training pro-

grams in evaluation are feasible and that support through central staff
consultation produced more effective programming (Fléﬁing, 1972). This . L

-

: experience served to involve every Title I school in evaluation efforts ) i
. ('Y . - l‘ . -

[

14

and to demonstrate the pxacticglity of suéh_efﬁgrts. "

To assess the impact of the ESEA Title I mandate: upon the evalua-

- . .
% N - 4 .
- .

tion activities of the Division, twd appranhes were employed for this.

- - R -~ 5

¢ paperﬁ First, a case study was designed to describe the evaluation

act1v1t1es of the Division observed at. two points of time. Although g

. . . -
M - e * "




K
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such a study has an ex post facto character, it attempted to document the 1
. . ' ’ 1
requests for evaluation service and origin of such requests between' two |

points in time. In particular'the request rates for the two periods, the

N~

types of evaluative questions and the types of processes to be implemented
. . - ' s

- were described. The case study was an attempt to observe regular behaviér J

v . in the ordinary setting of the Division's services. . The second approach '
2 . 4 . [ "
. was.a survey of special project .managers and curriculuﬁ supervisors.

the pattern.of evaluation requests made of the Division of Research and

.- Development serving the Cleveland Public Schools. These\purposes included

( . N :
(1) describing the nature of the requests for evaluation and (2) comparing

~ N . L}

- \ N -

|

|

!

{ ' ’ Two geheral purposes prov1ded the focus for the casehsfuﬂﬂ of ;
| .
|

|

|

|

|

|

!

|

the incidence of change occurring in the requests between two comparison R

RS points’ of time. ' , L0 S R , 3
’ , - L

To obtain data to compare the nature of the evaluation requests, .

requests. The c1a551f1cat10ns were derlved from the publlshed functlons i &«

.
[ 4

}

|

| .

} .+ a 51mp1e form W1th 12 tategorles of services was devised to classify the
|

|

|

|

' : . csos 4
for the eva1uat1on section of the Division. A record of the requests for

the.various serv1ces was obtalned from a monthly planner log malntalnid
in the offlce of the 01”551on D;rector. The requests were recorded with

the 1ntent10n of estab115h1ng two samples so_ that the overall pat m_ of

. .the requests and request rates could be determlned anJ compared.

' , rd
1n1t1a1 or new requests were reforded 1n an effort to 1dént1fy deve10p1ng/ ,

_ trends and to distinguish such4act1v1ties from ma1ntenance effor}éi::kii‘

: pro;ects funded through Federq and State sources receive the evaluatlve

services 11sted in the checklist as part of the on-going operation of the

01V151on. The two points of time selected were ‘the 1971 72 and 1974- 7S

schopl years. These years were selected because'they represented stages T

P by
4 . i . i It . /'¢.
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of the Division's development. In the first instance, the Bivision re- -

ported to the Deputy Superintendent of the district. In the latter case,

the Divisicn had been incorporated into the Department 6f Special ?ro;acts )

and Coatimuing Education. °
The staff r'equesting evaluative services were classified into

those in the, Curncult.m z/n‘g Instruction Départment and those iam the various

I -’x -
con:pensatory ,@d spec:tal projects. It should be noted that these cemtral

staff persommel, were operating ynder the gen‘e-ral Fund in the first instance

and federal and/or state sources in the lztter i ice.
Figure 2 summanizes the percentages, of requests' for the various

L4
types of evaluative services fron the ceniral staff working in curriculum
-
and instruction and those working im the variols projects. For the first

* ~

comparison period--63 new requests were received from C & I Staff. The
- -
requests for the second period numbered 78. Special project staff requests

»,

totalled 43 and 45 respectively. f“

kd

Comparison of the percentages of these; new requests for evaluation . .

indicates the -following:

1. The types of requests from C & I persomnnel reflect less
R - change than the types observed fm the-SP staff,
2. Since the first observation time, C § I requests for
consnltation services have almost doubled: Other in-
. - creases occurred in the requests for training sessions
L and for development and/or refznenem’. of objectives.

’ 3. New C§ I requests for daelcpment of assessment
designs were conthﬁtg at a cozparable rate,
representzn&,s iy more than one gut of five of

the totalsxs sts at both comparison points. -
ey
4 greatest decrease in C § I requ&sts occurred in

#he area of critiquing data collection requests
4 (This last trend ray be attributable tg a policy for conducting
cooperative resarch studies which was a.dopted by the school systea in 1972
These fequests arp now. chazmeled directly to the Division }

13
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. , . FIGURE 2
PERCENTAGE, OF m<>rc>q~<m SERVICE REQUESTS BY <>z~Ocm STAFF 1971-1972 VS 1974-1975

¥

CuRRICULUM & INSTRUCTION  SPECIAL PROJECT STAFF

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

SERVIEE REQUESTED . N=65 " N=78 - w43 wwlS
1. ADMINISTER INSTRUMENTATION 3,7 3 ., 3.8 "3 6.9 -4 8.8
2. ANAIZESDATA, APPLY DATA PROCESSING, 9 14.2 9 .11.5. - m. 4,4
COMPUTER SERVICES AND THE LIKE . : |
" 3. CONSULT WITH STAFF ON SELECTED ,.,HH. 17.4 25 _uw.p 18 41.8 Y7 37,7

A

4, CriTrque DATA /COLLECTION REQY 8 12.6 4 5.1 1 2.3
! 5. ConsTRUCT Ew;:omz; oN (TESTS, 5 7.9 2 9.5 1 2.3 . .
SURVEYS, INTERVIEWS) |
6. DEVELOP ASSESSMENT DESIGN 4 22,2 16 20.5 1 23 2 a4
| 7. DEVELOP AND/OR REFINE PROGRAM 5 7.9 8 10.2 49,3 4 8.8
- OBJECTIVES
m 8. IDENTIFY AND SELECT INSTRUMENTATION 1 1.5 -
. AVAILABLE COMMERCIALLY FOR DESI1GN e .
9. INTERVIEW PERSONNEL AND/OR OBSERVE -1 1.5 1 1,2 2 U.,6 2 4y
OPERATIONS , p - , -
10. PRESENT TRAINING SESSIONS 2 32 5 6.4 4 9,3 .
11. PRESENT/DISSEMINATE FINDINGS TO STAFF 2 3.2 3 3.8, 5 11.6 4 5,1
12. PRESENT/DISSEMINATE FINDINGS TO 2 3.2 -2 2.5 4- 9.3 9 20.0
COMMUNITY - o N

Q -
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SP staff requests for presentations of findiggs.to. - <

L . commmity groups reflected the largest iqcrease - 4

. . ) betwesn the two comparison points, - -

- 6. Presentation of findings to comm:n.tyrcpzesen;ed ¢ .
thesecmdlazg&stmcreaseinSPstarfmts . :

. v 7. Largestdsmaseappearedm&?staffmqu&stsﬁar :
. ¥ grese?taticn of training sessioms. tation - T
: mqnestsmtingforalmstfonrontofm, :
exceeded all other categories in the second period. — -

’ R mecb_angesinpatte:nsafreqneszsfmmtbeSPstaffoffe,ga 4

! interesting contrast to those observed for C § I persoanel.. Evalpation *
activities provided by the Division geﬁerauy Rave emerged as a result ‘ 4
of the requirements of the funding source. The shifts ‘in the nature of :’

. i . __;”‘.:]

* the requests, therefore, zppear to be related to the mandated procedures i

- ‘ . . . - . P
) of the funding source. For exzmple, more formalized dissemination of ‘j
findings’ about the projects is now required for the commmity. Aithangh ‘

g - Pt

rany projects have operated for a mmber of years, project gmdelmes

have increasingly mandated more specificity in progran objectives whz.ch

is reflected in a continuing level of actmtzes in .thzs area in the
second oon;xansae&pmod An increase a-lso occurred in the area of ana./‘;;:z-
ing data and applying data processing services. This devard gpparently, .

—— g, - ——

e - is related to the; increased availability of such services because ff the T
school district's expansion of ‘its computer seyvices. - -
The stea.dy rate of reqpests £iom the Spec:Lal Pro;ect “Staff in-
\dzcates the continuing rﬁysle of acuvzties in the pz‘o;ects in questicn. ,
The coatinuing and increasing pwe of decand’ for evalﬁaticn service&fron
the C’i I staff reflects a ngp;e effect from tke schoald,istri.cts efforts |
to provide for he evalnation of Title I avd ofher £eéeral a:ndstate
‘ ﬁmdedpro;gctsmanappropﬁzteﬁzzmer. - - s s
L mreepm?osesmedirectiontot&esmeyofemiwlnand

., 1’ - - e
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Instfuctic:l' staff and Special l;roject n:aaagers These were (1) to identi-fy.

the general level of satisfaction with evaluatica services being provided

by the Division of Research and Development, (2) to describe the nature of

the evaluation services hich C § 1 staff reported receiving asd (3) to

deternine the changes in such services which € § I staff and project mauagers

might recomend. . . . | -+
Surveys were distributed through the school mail ;systcm to 28

C & I central staff and 48 SP mamegers. A respomse rate of S7 and 60 per

T T

cent respectively was achieved. Ere survey forms with percentages of re-
sponsc for the various ca}egories ey be fouad in. Appendix A. . J
Almost mine cu;x of ten C & I staff responding, indicated that
they had requested assistance from the Division of Research and De}:elop-
ment in 11 areas during the past three school years. Speciﬁmﬁy_, the
fc;llowing responses reflect the pattern of services provided. Over 80
p¢rcen£ reported assistance in writing project program proposals while
less than 20 per cent reported help in designing instrumentation and com-
piling infomationl., About forty-fw’:r percent reported help in conduc;ing'
2 progren evaluation and ‘almost four out of ten‘_c & I respondents igdicated

assistance in writing behayioral objectives, conducting staff development

.pm,grz:ms and resm-chlzng partieular ‘topics or questioms. - ‘. . ‘ - »
A.hlg'mlanf satisfaction was reported wzth zbont nine out -

epo / , 7'

of ten iaﬁm?:gzmmg of at least "well sansﬁed n R&spondents ‘

‘ -
comented ca the practzeal efﬁciem: sm:.ce pranded by responsne ‘
persons Oz}ly one respondent imhcated that izexperienced pezsonnel had
been ass;g:ﬁd wn.hout ient tramng and gmdance fron»t}ze Division.

Vore then half of the respondents indicated that they would definitely

. request progrzn evaluation service again from the Pivision. ] v
£y 5" . . B - 7 »
16 ! * e - " ﬁ: -
,id’ ‘. L B «_ - s - ,- ’ .
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Three out of four C § 1 staff reported hzring receiv&d copies of
v:;zo:zs specul project evaluat*cns and expressed pcsz..zve reactions to
these reports. LbrethanmamofthreeoxtheC&l:statfzﬁdzmted

ﬁzat they saw these ‘mlmtion reports. 2s models for evaluztion of programy .
in their curriculum area. Analysis of the ccotent of their cczments in-
dicates that they view the purpose of evaluaticn as providing informaticn
about whetber or mot progrems are meeting thelr objectives so that de-
cisions conld be mzde to improve the progrem. 1In addition, they appeared

to view evaluation as identifying strengths and weaknesses of programs S0

that changes cculd be effected in the imstruction services. for pupils.

Three out of the seven recommendations received from C £ I staff

centered on the topic of personnel. Two called for expansion of the staff

1 -
Do

and the third, for assigning one person on a continuing basis so as to
“provide for continuity of philoscphy and program awareness. Ome respondent
noted a concern that testing instnzments; should reflect the progrem cb-

. jectives being evaluated. . -

-

.The survey data indicate t.hat the C & I staff are ;mowlngeable
about the eval;zuon services aarazla.ble and .express a high level of satis-
facticn wzth the evaluauon services that have been provided. Their view
of the purposes of evaluation follows the general rationale promulgated for
compen.;ato’r} progran evaluation. At this pcmt in tige they see the possi- r
bility of Mant information bemg generated for decismn-mkmg. This
atntnde appms to "be snbstant‘ated as well by the increasing level of
special requests,noted in the Division log. . .

Definite contrasts in attit:ude could be predicted between the

) cCg I staff and SP staff In tke latter case, anorenegatzvevpewcould

be zntiupated because evaluation for the projects 15 mdated by ﬁmdinz

R - -
- L4 - ” -
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sources. VYiewed 2s a Lmac:essaz-y.‘ evil” znd alprocess ft.;az; wh'i.ch the staff }
wonid have mo choice, negai;vism would be the case more often thzn not. j
i‘ Contrary to this expsctation, almost three out of four SP staff reported
being at least "well satisfied™ with ‘the services of the Divisica in
B eralhuating their projects. Many more concerns than those expressed by
'\‘ - the C§&1I Staff were reported by SP perfonne}, Sowever.
ﬁépamntl)' experience with evalmaticn comtrikutes to greater
support for the activity. About one out of four SP staff responded that
\ their initial level of satisfactiom im;;'m'ed over the years as a result
\ of becoming more familiar with evaluation procedures, experieancing the use
\of evaluation feea‘back, seeing an improvement in the gquality of the re-
?grzs and finding 2 more c:osperativL working relationship with a chapge in
- éyaluazors. More than one third responding saw the project staff as aiso
grpwing moTre favorable over the more recent years toward tb‘e evaluative
prc;bess. Factors c?ntributing to the resistance or negative reactions of
the .\prog'ect staff to evaluation were identified as "too mamy data collecticn
proce&u/res, iz;h;rent suspicion of evaluation, poox commmication about what
was ex;)ectéd, tight schedule for data collection, lateness of availazl:;ility.
of results and the project staff;s difficulty in distinguishing betweea~
project evaluation and individual evaluatfon.” ' o —
Aihost 97-per ce;zt of the SP staff reponed using e?aiuation €
findings in d:.scussmg the project in staff wnferences and peetings. ia
addition, f‘mdmgs were also discussed in meetings.of t&,e Parents® Advisory
Councils, Pareat Teacher Asscciation, -Gistrict gd:nm;trgwrs, state and
federal officials end local, state and nationsl, meetings and during parental
visitations. Only oae respondent indicated rot using ’fhe f£indings in any of

these situaticns.

[ I
' ..5‘n 3
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Satisfaction with some 17 aspects of the projects described in

the project evaluations showed a range from a low of 14 per cent for the
presentation of commmity opinion in the evaluatioh reports to 2 high

of 79 per cent for presentaticn of the evaluation plen and data amalysis.

Other areas of spparent sausfaction included pmswt_auo:zs of instroc-

-t

uanal yroce&m-es, pzpil selectmn a.nd staff responsszlzu&s. B.elath’ezy
Jress satisfacucn was indicated for pmsentatm of cost effectiveness
data and affective effects in the evaluaticms. - .
- Cverall reaction to the evalmtions provided for their projects
saw zbout a two ocut of three ratio of Tespondents selecting responses
indicated as "enthusiastic, usefn}, effective, ym;nis.mg relevant, clei:r:-,
interesting and positive™ on‘the rating scale.

Anzlysis” of comments of SP Staff related to _providing informatien
for decision meking about their grcjects shov that timeliness of the in-
formation is viewed as detemning 1ts utility. Most view the data a5 a v
basis for adjusting plans znd reorganizing opg¢rations. One respendent . ":
distinguished between decision making for project operationms and decision
m2king concerning the evaluatioa, . ’ I - -
| 'Ihé primary purpose of evaluéx‘ion of the projects was viewed as
identification of strengths and weai:nesses to determine whethez‘ or not T
the project is meeting its ob;ectn'es. Gezerally, reoomendmnns to the s
" Division zbout’ evaluauczz,_gperauons involved assigmment of evaluation .-

perscmelwhoarérespcnsinandintmctﬁththegmjectstaff,pm-

n&mgexpmdedfee&backinmghumto%;suchinﬁommﬁr

- . "improvement, improved presentation of data, si:;ul)ﬁcaticn of data
collection and ix:prc-.*ed commmication abmxtyexpeetaﬁcns azd respsnsz.hﬂities.

Apparently, tbéassigmngofpmas evalnﬁtorsﬁoaxea‘ble R \'7
- T ‘_ - . . ) . - - /t B : ) e
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to estzblish appropriate ‘rapport 2nd commmication is of critical impcrtance

in the design 2nd carrying out of 2n evaluation. Particularly revealing

is the following comment fron a project manager: *

it is no secret...that ¥rs. X has been of immeasurzble
support to us, since the beginning, by:

. z.nterpre?ing project respoasibilities to Title 4

. accommodating, whenever possible, the special needs
of the project

. being available and willing to attend meetings of tbe
entire staff whenever invited

. showing enthusiasn for ouxr work and meking every
effort to present it in a positive manner

. being available for ccgsultation at work, as well
a2s at home

. arranging her work so that we know deadlines and
data reguired far ia advance.

¥e are very fortunate in havmg someone of‘)tz?.-. X!'s
backgroung a2nd experience in the field of reading as
v our evaluator.

‘ In their perceptive analysis of Title I fz2ilures and successes,
ughes 2nd Hughes (1972) described qualities of the district's Title I
progran. ‘They identified its key features as cenmtralized p)anning,
deficit prevention, comtinuyity of service, focus on achzevmg of grade
level acedemic performance in relation to age and beamng of the entire

. program at dlsadvantaged children from hard core poverty. Although

= . quoting extemsively from evaluation data to show that improvement in
pupil behavior can be achieved if the prescribed t-rea.'tzneats are delivered,
they take no note of "the fact that 2 concerted and foz;nalized evaluoation -

®.

process had pmided their information.’ B

- It-is evident from the incidence of requests for eyalbatiocn i . -
services from C § I staff and the percepnons of SP staff that evaluatioa '
has been 16¢timized in the distrrcz. Although problezs céntinue in o E
varicus areas such as provid:.ﬂz tizaely feedback of 1nfon:ation, rain- . 7 )

taining co::micatian about in‘bent of evalvation and careful zonitoring
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of process to determine imlementation, it,is apparesit that evalustifn
can be a credible process. The mandate for Title I evalmation has
served to structure not oaly expectancies for evaiuation Aof Title I
projects but for other district endeavors as well. Hopefully, the,

evzluation effort has cdemonstrated the uuhty of evaluation services

3
. ) - k
for progrze inprovement. The moral of the story seems to be that 1
utility will soon be discovered. Tke word eppears to get around very
fg.si when such services live up to their promise.
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APPENDIX A

. CCI staff

. Project Staff
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CCI Staff

APPERDIX A

Sumrary of Responses

R=16

" 1, During the past three school ycars, have you rcquested assistance

fron the Division 6f Research and Dcvelo;ment.? HS
N $ 5 Fo. R"

--—"  Yes 14 87.5 Ko 1 63 1 63

4

’ If no, please skip to question fonr.

a. 1If yes® please indicate in which of the areas listed below
assistancc was requested. {Pleasc check item.}

R % K s .
6 _7___ {1) writing behavioral . 3 18.8(6) designing questionnaires,
objectives surveys and interview ’
’ ] ’5 - ~ . schedules
._425 (2) constructing class- N %
. yoOD tests 3 18.8(7) compiling information
R % from school records,
4 25. {(3) selectipg standard- . persommel or sources
ized tests N 3 .
K 3 ’ 6 37.5 (8) conducting “staff
13 81.3 (4) “writing project developrment prograns
proposals K $ ’ :
R % 6 37.5(9) researching particular
. 743.8 (5) conducting a program topic or questionm
evaluation R 5 . . T
: 3 38.8(10) other:__ critiquing materials
2;2 _preparing reports -
2. In general, how weld satisfied were you. with the services“of the. LG
. Division in the areas for vhich you had assistance? Place check below. 1 ]
A ~
- - Yery Hell b‘ell Sonewhat Not “ Hot at all Ro ;
. _ - ‘Satisfied Satisfied Satisficd Satisfied Satisficd  Respomse 5
E - N % N % N % - N % :
. 12 75 t 2 12.5 : 1 .63 T, 1 63 3
- ) Comzents: < ’ ~ S
‘. 7 iy L] 4 - * P
23 . )




.3, If the Division has conducted a progran evaluation for you, would
you request such service again? Place a check in the blank below.

: Ro -
Definitely Yes Probzbly Yes Undecided Probably Ko Definitely Ko Response
| $ - N H § |

9 $6.3 : : : 7 43.7
]
) :
4, Have you rcceived copies of evaluation reports prepared by this ;
Division of the following programs? $
R % -~ H 3 N_OR—,_ - ;
{ Yes 12 7S. Ko3 18.8 1 6.3
If yes (Please Check any in the list below which you have received.)
If no, please skip to question ei@i. v'/\/
N % ’ ’
8 50.0 Title I programs (For example: Child Development, }«@\ Skills,
Reading Improvement)and the
B . like)
7 43.8 Title 11I programs (Environmental Action, Project In:pact)and ;
N % the like)
1 6.3 Title VI programs®  (Handicapped Children programs)
N 5 — r
2 r2.5 Title VII programs (Bilingual program)
H. % ' . E
4 25.0 Title IX programs (Ethnic Studies progran)
5. Please list any other evaluation reports froo this Division which you
bave received. :
6." How would you describe your reactions to these evaluations or others . E
fron the Division which you have had a chance to read. Place a check .
in the blank which is closest to the way you Zeel. ‘ No - . 3
., Basis
N 5 N3 K 3§ 3N & . for
. - T 73 ~ agswer -
positive 9 51.3 :18.7:. 3. @ negative Tt P
1 1.3 ST ST
indifferent : 6.3:/6.3:18,7¢ asg enthusiastic— ,
" supportive 9 56.3.:2 12.5: ¢ .+ Oopposed .
ﬁsefui ’ 9 56.3 :3 18-.8: s s ,usele'sé-_. : - - j
- 1 5 . : v - o
discouraging 5. 2/6.3:31.3:4 25.0 * promising i
irrelevant. T :  .3:18,7:8 50,0 -- Televant : : E
' 4 1 c ‘ - ]
clear 7 43.8 225.0:/6.3: - ¢ * confusing v j
Y - .. . Nk X
~ effective "6 37.5 $37.5: .z .t . . ineffective ., B
3.2 ° ' . R =29
interesting7 43.8 :18.7:12.53 . ¢ ~dnll 24 -

-, -~ PR - R - . - . . - .
. L - - -
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E: 7. Do you feel that any of these reports 6ffér models for evaluation
;:: : of progrems in your curriculum area? . )
E ) Yes. Ro .
Comments: / . '
B . . Fd

8. lkhat do you consider to bg the pﬁmry purpose of evaluaticn of
school and/or subject area programs?

- 3

9. Fhat changes would you recommend that thzs Division implement in
its evaluation operations?

< * s .
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In your years as a project manager, the Division of carch has
provided evalvation service to your project. In gene 1, how well
satisfied were vou mtzany with, the services of the zvzszon in
evaluating your project. Place a check in the blank bplow. -

)
Ll
1]
N A i ] * t
‘\ (‘ . * !
D NI IR

Yery Well © Well Somewhat” Little Not jt a1l Ko
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Sati}fied Response

N $ K $ N & N £ N % . n %

12 41.37_9 31.0 33 10.3 : 3 10.3:1 3.4 :1 3.4 s
llow ha’ your opinion changed since then? R . )
. . . “ s - _/’" o

Much more  More No Change  Less  Much less - No® “™ .
Positive Positive Positive Positive Reésponse !
Now Row Row Now :

¥ $ N % N8 N % K % )

5 17.2;4 13.7.1% 62,0, 1 3.4, ° . . 1 34 .

i “~

If your initial ‘opinion has,changed, vhy? Yes 7 24 15 Xo 22 75.%%
. more familiar with evaluation procedures and program N
. feedback from Division has arrived early enough to you in planm.nz
* 2 . change bf evaluafor who proved more knowledgeable, Showed
concern for project success and rade more services avazlab to us
. izproved quality of reports Znd contimuin
2 . more cooperative planﬁ?.gg and evaluators gecaﬂe more knouledgeablé
about prograw a and difficulties encmmterzd, e _3‘
N ’ "“v
How would you docribe the $hitial reactfons ‘to the eva’luatm of . - .

, the groups 1isted below? (fiice 2 check 1n§ze~mank sbich 1s czosea% S
to the -.ay yon feel.) : . .- :
Ho Samcxﬁat Scueﬁ:at Strongly s

.o . ,%espans gavorable javoragie Nentrgl Dﬁgasei Oppokﬁ
Project staff 17 3.4 B4 48.3: 8 27.5 22 68 ; 3 ;m.«s g 3,4»
Mh t chm in L J L d L 2 d -‘J; N ; 03" :

er teachers, 4 1.7 5 172 8, 310 3 233 107 e
P i i uin . j— ‘. ‘7 i : ’:“_‘:v "
p:ojecc schools” ‘4 137 _&. 20.7' 7' ;4.1 210 3&.4' 1 ;:4 e
__Paremts | " 10 344 - _5" 37.2: 6 2063 7 74‘1 £, - - PSR
‘Administration . 9 31.0 . js 7.2z 9 51,05 17. PR _}j:',__} O
PAC/Commnity = 14 4_3.2‘,- Sz -*ﬁzz. 2 68: 6 20‘6 1 3.4' .
Coxfeils, * A — L = —
- .28 .o




. Project Staff - ¢

- ) : . ' _
. " 3 + 5, Have these rescticas chznged over the past fow ycars? Usc the
‘ foMowing scale by placing a &eck in the appropriate blenk below:

a M Sl .No
S 4 -~ - &"‘
P . - ' . ' Basis

Fzvorable No Change Favorable znswer response
.8 $ .4 3 R, 5 K $ K 5.
2

Project stéff e 30 34,5 14 48.2° 2 6.8 ¢ 6.8:1 3.4 -
A Other teachers in project
T - schools ., 8 27.5: 14 48.2.: : 6.8: 5 17.2

Uy

(13

Principals in project schools 17.2: 17 58.6 ,2/6.8 4 13.7

’ 10.3 ¢ 11 37.9 / 3 310.3:11 37.9

¢ Pareats 3 A :
Administration " s 37.2: 11 37.9: :3 10.3: 9 31.0
. PAC/Commumity Councils 4 13.8: 7 24.1: T 4 13.8:13: 44.8

6. ¥hich of the following factors probably contributed to amy resistance
or negative rezction to the project evaluation fron the staff? Plezse

- Ko - " check below.
Response . .
24- 82.8 s‘) 17, 2Previous experience with evaluation procedures ~

25 8.2 -4 13.7Poor commmicaticn; people wcre not informed zbout what was expected

21 72.4 8 27.SPresence of too many data collection procedures

»
2 89.5 3 10, 3Schedule of data collectioa
2 . inherent suspicion of evaluation
22 75.8 7 _2_4_-}0ther (specify) ._poor testing situation set up by evaluator
. lack bf understanding zbout necessity for

_program evaluation
. lateness of availability of resuits . ]

22 75.8 7 24.1FKo resistance was encountered . . .
. teachers find it hard to distinguish between <.
~ ___an't know . project evaluation and individual evaluation®
‘\ . ' . staff was on defemsive because of havu*g‘been e

scolded zbout school standings

7. Please .’mdicate by a check if you have used any of the evaluation findiaga B
in discussing the project in - (Process. Evaiuation) : o

28 96.5 $taff conferences,, neetmgs ' ‘ TR ' | N
YL 13 &"svpac ncetings , ’ *
- ‘s 3.0 PTA scetingg . s
11 37.9 Parental vis:.tations to the p‘rojtct classes, sez;(iccs‘ o T o
- ) . 2doinistrative personnel ~ .. commmity P
s 2 .15 55.1 Other (SRECIFY) . State meectings, SEA co—umications council :
- o v . demonstration neetings ._Federal officials .
.. .. f' . . salesmen tzying to sell wares . ggencies R
T . inservice peetings,- wor:kshops ' - °
A 3.4 Not used . home visitations ‘ ) . ’
i - ;,‘ . e natioz}al Beetings . & 7 . -

oy i X - S X . - ) I ,):"1‘ _

I v . s "
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E ' .- o ' Project Steff
3. Uow well is cach df the following aspects of your project Bescribed .
in.the evaluations of your project?  Place 2 check in ths blask which .'

is closest to the way you feel, © . Fo

‘ . : Basis 4

Yery Fairly " Kot at for Ko

¥ell ReXi 211 znswer Recpoase -

1, . # % R.% 12 5N 3t K3 ® %
affective effects 413.7:6 20.6/733. 21 3.4, """ "2 1 3.4: 4 13.7
L 4 ;

‘cognitive effects - T2 41,37 24.1°6 20.6 : $ 26.8.:2 6.8 ¥

6.8

staff opinton - 11 37.9°6 20.66 20.61 3.4:3 10.3 :

commmity opinien - 4 13.7: 4 13.7%4 13.7:6 20.6:S 17.2: 20.6

cost effectiveness . 620.6:517.2310.32 6.83 10.3:3 10.3: 7 24.1

2
pareatal opinion 726.1:1 3.52724.126.8:517.2 26.8: 5 17.2 -
. ?
;
;
a
;
;
i

staff development . 10 - . 4
activities 9 31.0:/ 3 10.3:2 6.8 :'2 6.8

{

instructional procedures 13 44.8:7 24'%: 3 10.%22 6.8. 21 3.4: 3 10.3

-project timetable © 8 27.5:517.2%70.%1 3.42 6.%:4 13.7: 6 20.6-

[ 4 - - - - - %
dissemiration activities 8 27.5:6 20.6:3 30.32 6.8 4 13.7:2 6.8 4 13.7

pupil selection ) 14 48.3:5 17.2:1 3.£3 10.3%1 3.4:3 10.3: 2 6.8 - .

evaluation plan 18 62.0%5 17.2:3 10.31 3.& - P2 6.8

data analysis 16 55.1:7 24.E7 6.8~ T ° 1 3.4: 3 10:3

staffréspoqsibiliti'es 13 44.8:6 20:6 5 17.2:1 3.4°1 3.4 ": 3 10.3

¢ -

W

project materials 931,0°9 31.0:5 17.2:) 3.£2 6.8

PO

10.3

project organization . - . .
znd panagement .15 51.754°13.7:5 17.2:2 6. 81 3.4 22 6.8 -

instructional techniques 7 24.1:6 20.6:6 20.6:1 3.4£5 17.21 3.4: 3 10.3

. & How would you describe your overall feacticz_z.;t? the evaluations . ' s
provided for your prgject? Place a check in the blank which is clogest .
to the way you feel. : . . ’ . XNo nse PR

. v - ¢ - e 2y, .
- ‘K ${ NS H $H s ¥ % = . __.N-% ... - °
indifferent H (5 17.2:9 31,0:10 34.4 mthﬁ;iast 1 4 1337 ° - ¥

- ‘useful  1551.7:9 31.0:2 6.8:1 3.43 1 3.4 useless 1 3.4 -
effective 17 41.3:8 27.5:2 6.8:1 3.4: 2 6.8 .incffeétive __.4,_5,1'3-7 ,

L 4

] ging1 3.431 3:4:6 20,626 20.6:12 A1.3 pronising 310.3 S
irreley . 42 6.8: 5 17.2:6 20.6:13 44,8 Yelovant. 3 10.3
13 H

- -

 clear .13 sllf8:7 17.2:4 13.7:4 15.7; confusing 1 3.4 ..
Interesting 10 34.4:10 34,0:4 13.7: 310.3 Gll” . . 268 . 28
negative | 1 3.4: 1 3.434 13.7:8 27.5:13 44,8 positive = 2 &8 |

L - - - 2
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Project Staff .

10. Have yoa found that the evalzzatw*;s supply you ,with infomatio:x Tor -~
- cecision making 2bout your projcet?
— T Yes Ko :
Comments: ’ ©. ‘ - A
. .
13, ¥hat do you cvnsidcr to be the pr:.n:azy parpose of eva!uatim of
projects? .
» '
v,
12. ¥hat chaages would you recommend that this Bivision izplement in
its evaluation operations?
i
- {
L -
- " . -
o — J“_ - 2 \,_
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